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SU4ARY 
An investigation was made to d.eterlrLine the accuracy with which the 
lateral flight motions of a swept-wing airplane could. be  predicted from 
experimental stability derivatives determined in the 6-foot-diameter 
rolling-flow test section and. 6- by 6-foot curved-flow test section of 
the Langley stability tunnel. In addition determination of the significance 
of including the nonlinear aerodynamic effects of sideslip in the 
calculations of the motions was desired. All experimental aerodynamic 
data necessary for prediction of the lateral flight motions are presented 
along with a number of comparisons between flight and. calculated motions 
caused by rudder and aileron disturbances. 
In general, the agreement between the calculated and. measured motions 
of the airplane considered was good when the effects of all control 
movements were taken into account. The greatest disagreement occurred 
at lift coefficients where Reynolds number effects on the experimental 
derivatives would be expected. to be high, which for the case considered 
was for lift coefficients above about 0.8 when wing slots were used. The 
nonlinear effects of sideslip for this airplane,were not very significant 
for the motions considered, which generally involved sideslip angles less 
than 10°.
II'TR0D1JCTION 
For the past few years, numerous investigations have been made in 
the Langley stability tunnel to determine the effects of geometric 
variables on the static-, rolling-, yawing-, and pitching-stability 
derivatives of various airplane configurations. (See references 1 to 14.) 
In the past, however, none of the experimental data has been compared. 
with data obtained in flight to determine its relative worth. The
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purpose of the present paper is to determine the applicability of the 
experimental stability derivatives to the prediction of the lateral 
disturbed. motions of an airplane in flight. The equations used for 
calculating the motions are given in the appendix. 
A -scale model of a swept-wing version of a conventional fighter 
airplane, which was selected because of the large amount of flight data 
available (see references 5 and. 6), was tested. in the 6-foot-diameter 
rolling-flow test section and 6- by 6-foot curved-flow test section of 
the Langley stability tunnel to determine all the stability derivatives 
which are sually considered necessary to calculate the lateral motions 
arising from a disturbance caused by the rudder or the ailerons. 
Comparisons have been made between the flight and. calculated lateral 
motions for a wide range of conditions in gliding flight. 
A few calculations have been made to determine the effects of 
nonlinear variations of the aerodynamic forces and. moments with the 
angle of sideslip.
C0FICIFIN MD SYIVIBOLS 
The results of the wind-tunnel tests are presented. as standard. N4CA 
coefficients of forces and. moments. Moment coefficients are referred 
to a center of gravity located at 21.8 percent of the mean aerodynamic 
chord. The wind-tunnel data and motion calculations are referred to 
the stability axes, which are a system of axes having their origin at 
the center of gravity, and in which the Z-axls is in the plan& of symmetry. 
and perpendicular to the relative wind, the X-axis is In the plane of 
symmetry and perpendicular to the Z-axis, and. the Y-axis is perpendicular 
to the plane of symmetry. The positive directions of the stability axes 
and. of angular displacements of the airplane and control surfaces are 
shown in figure 1. 
The coefficients and symbols are defined. as follows: 
CL	 lift coefficient (Lift/qS) 
maxinum lift coefficient 
Cx	 longitudinal-force coefficient (X/qS) 
C	 lateral-force coefficient (Y/qS) 
C 1	 rolling-moment coefficient (L/qSb) 
C	 yawing-moment coefficient (N/qSb)
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cY 
Cy = 
C l11 =
Cn 
Cn11 
=
•1 
c l3 =
Cn 
Cf:3 =
Cy 
CYP =
2V 
•1. Clp =
°2V 
cn 
Cnp =
°2V 
CY 
Cv
	
r	 rb 
°2V 
c.
	
&r	 rb 
I	 moment of Inertia about longltud.Inal principal axis 
	
Iyo	 moment of inertia about spanwise principal axis
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1z0	 moment of inertia about normal principal axis 
X	 longitudinal force along X-axis 
lateral force along Y-axis 
Z	 normal force along Z-axis (Lift = -z) 
L	 rolling-moment about X-axis 	 - 
N	 yawing-moment about Z-axis 
pb/2V	 wing-tip helix angle, radians 
rb/2V	 yawing-velocity parameter, radian measure 
p	 rolling angular velocity about X-axis 
r	 yawing angular velocity about Z-aiis 
v	 linear velocity of airplane along Y-axia 
V	 free-stream velocity along X-axis 
Vc	 calibrated airspeed; based on sea-level density of air 
angle of sideslip; = -ir in wind-tunnel tests (tan_1 ) 
angle of attack of root chord line 
angle of attack of thrust line (a - 1.20) 
angle of yaw, degrees	 - 
i	 angle of incidence of stabilizer with respect to thrust line, 
positive when trailing edge is down 
control-surface deflection; measured in a plane perpendicular 
to hinge axis 
A	 angle of sweeback, degrees 
q	 free-stream dynamic pressure pV2 
S	 wing area
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b wing span 
A aspect ratio (b2/S) 
p mass density of' air 
T time 
time to damp to half-amplitude 
P perIod. 
tail length 
Subscripts: 
a aileron
r	 rudder 
f	 flap 
v	 vertical tail
WThD-T1JIEL TESTS 
Appratus and Model 
The experimental static-lateral-stability derivatives, rolling-
stability derivatives, and yawing-stability derivatives were determined 
from tests conducted. in the Langley stability tunnel In which rolling 
or curved fiiht is simulated. by rolling or curving the air stream about 
a rigidly mounted model.	 - 
The tests were made on a conventional six-component balance system 
with the model mounted at the flight center of 'avity which Is at 
21.8 percent of the mean aerodynamic chord of the wing. 
The full-scale airplane (a swept-wing version of a conventional 
fighter) had the quarter-chord line of the wing, Just outboard of the 
intake ducts, swept back 35°. Some. of the pertinent airplane character-
istics are given in table I. More details of the airplane may be 
obtained from references 5 and. 6. 
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The -sca1e model shown in figure 2 and in the photo'aphs of 
figures to 6was constructed of laminated mahogany, finished. in clear 
laquer, and all surfaces were' highly polished.. The model propeller 
had three metal blades set at an angle of 28° at the 0.77 radIus. All 
propeller-on tests were made with wInd.milhing propeller. The model 
wing had a removable leading edge so that slats of 0 percent, 14-0 percent, 
aM 80 percent of the swept span could be used interchangeably to 
simulate those of the full-scale airplane. The top surfaces of the 
slats were cast to the contour of the airfoil and. the slats were 
extended by means of metal brackets which also act as fences to reduce 
spanwise flow along the slot. A cross section through the slot and 
slat is shown in reference 5. 
The sing had a plain trailing-edge flap with a chord of 15.1 percent 
of the wing chord measured perpendicular to the hinge axis. The gap wa 
sealed for all tests. As In the case of the airplane the main wheels 
of the model were fixed for all tests; whereas the nose wheel and 
nose-wheel doors were removed for all flaps-up tests. 
Shown in figure 2 are the two ventral fins tested on the model. 
The large ventral fin was used for all tests except a few with the 
80-percent-span slot configuration for which the small ventral fin 
was used.
Tests and Test Conditions 
Trim tests.- Model trim lift coefficients of 0 .33, 0 .55, 0.76, 
and 0.95 were selected as representative of those , obtained in flight 
tests. The angle'of Incidence of the horizontal tail was measured 
with respect to the thrust line. 
In order to determine the trim angles of the horizontal tail for 
the previously mentioned lift coefficients, tests were made through the 
angle-of-attack range with the horizontal tail set at 5°, _30, and 10 
incidence. From these tests the trim angles of the horizontal tail 
were determined. (See table II.) 
Static tests.- In order to determine the static-stability
derivatives Cj,	 and. Cy, the model was tested at 't = ±5° 
through an angle-of-attack range of a. = -2° to a. = 23° for the flaps 
up (trim CL = 0 .33) and a = -2° to a. = 18° for the flaps down 
(trim CL = 0.76) for each of the slot configurations. Tests were also 
made at all selected test trim lift coefficients through an angle-of-yaw 
range of 'V = ±20° to determine the variations of C j; C, and 
with i for all slot configurations.
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re tests were made for the 14.0-percent-span slot configuration 
(flaps up and. down). The effect of the slots on the tares was assumed 
to be small; therefore, the tares for the 0-percent-span slot 
configuration were applied to all configurations. The Mach and. Reynolds 
numbers for the tests were 0.17 and. 1.01 x lo6, respectively. 
Rolling-flow tests. - TesTts ere conducted in the 6-foot-diameter 
rolling-flow test section of the langley stability tunnel, wherein 
rolling flight of the model was simulated by rotating the air stream. 
The model was mounted rigidly on a conventional support strut. Details 
of this test procedure are given in reference 1. 
All slot configurations were tested through the angle-of-attack 
range with the flaps up (trim CL = 0 .33) and. with the flaps down 
(trim CL = 0.76) at helix angles pb/2V of 0, ±0.0253, and. ±0.0757 radian. 
The slopes of C1 , C, and Cy plotted against pb/2V are the 
derivatives C 1 , C, and. Cy. The 140-percent-span slot configuration 
(flaps up and. down) was tested at the selected trim lift coefficients for 
the previously mentioned values of pb/2V from 4r = 00 to 4, = 20° 
to determine the variation of C1,
	
and.	 with r. The Mach 
number and Reynolds number for the rolling-flow tests were 0.17 and. 
1.01 x io6, respectively. 
Yawing-flow tests. - Yawing-flow tests were conducted in the 
6- by 6-foot curved-flow test section of the Langley stability tunnel. In 
this section, curved flight is simulated approximately by directing 
the air in a curved path about a fixed model. 
All slot configurations were tested in curved flow through the 
angle-of-attack range with the flaps up (trim CL = 0.33) and. with the 
flaps dowiT (trim CL = 0.76) at values of rb/2V of 0, - 0 . 039, -0.082, 
and. -0.108. The slopes of C 1 , Cn, and. Cy plotted against rb/2V 
are the derivatives Cjr, Cnr, and CYr• 
The 1 0-percent-span slot configuration (flaps up and down) was 
tested through an angle-of-yaw range of ijr = ±20° for values of rb/21T 
of 0, 
-0.039, -0.082, and. -0.108 at the previously mentioned trim lift 
coefficients to determine the variation of Clr •Cnr, and CYr 
with r. The values presented. herein are the average of the results 
at corresponding positive and negative angles of yaw. 
The 1-0-percent-span slot configuration (flaps up) was tested at a 
trim lift coefficient of 0.33 through the angle-of-yaw range with the 
propeller off.
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The yawing-flow tests were made at a Mach number of 0.13 
and. a Reynolds number of 0.8 x io6. 
Corrections 
Approximate jet-boundary corrections based on methods derived for 
unsuept wings were applied to the angle of attack, longitudinal-force 
coefficient, and rolling-moment coefficient, and a blocking correction 
of l.Olwas applied. to the dynamic pressure. 
Corrections for the effect of the support strut Lave been applied 
to CX, CL, C7,, 0ri Cy, C, C, and. Cy. In rolling flow and 
curved. flow, accurate tares were difficult to obtain, and. as a result, 
the derivatives C7., Cu p, Cyp, C7,, Cnr, and CYr are not 
corrected for the effects of the support strut. 
The derivative C 7, was corrected for the effective pitching 
p 
velocity, which exists when the model is tested at an angle of yaw, by 
the following eqaution: 
C l	 Cl	 cos 1V + f(A,A,r) 
p	 p 
where C 7,' is measured about the wind axis, and f(A,A,'Ir), which is 
small as compared to C 7,' cos 'IV, is a function determined by use of the 
methods of reference Ii.. Corresponding effective pitching corrections 
were not applied to the derivatives Cnp and Cy. 
A correction was also applied to the derivative CYr to account for 
the error caused by the cross-tunnel static-pressure gradient which is 
associated with curved flow. 
Experimental Results 
The experimental data are discussed briefly with reference to the 
effects of the slots and angle of yaw on the aerodynamic characteristics 
of the model, because the effects of these variables on the rotary 
derivatives have not been investigated extensively to date. The figures 
which present the results obtained in the present investigation are 
listed in table III.
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The basic lift and longitudinal-force data of figures 7 and 8 are 
generally in good agreement with larger scale tests of another model of 
-	 the same airplane, as given in reference 7. 
The main effect of the slots is to extend the linear range of those 
stability derivatives which are largely contributed by the wing to 
higher lift coefficients in a manner similar to the effect of slots on 
the lift curve of a wing. (See figs 7' to 10 and 12, 13, 15, and 16.) 
One significant effect of the slots is on the damping in yaw C , which 
increased as the slot span is increased. When the 80-percent-span slots 
are used C	 is increased (over that of the unslotted configuration) 
by about 25 percent at CL = 0. (S.ee fig. 15(a).) When the flaps are 
deflected (fig. 15(b)), the effects of the slots on the yawing-stability 
derivatives are not as great as when the flaps are retracted. 
A comparison of figures fl(a) to 11(f) shows that Cn, varies to 
some extent through the yaw range, CY .4ç is approximately constant, and 
f or any given lift coefficient 	 is approximately constant 
between ,= 1oo and 
-I = 100 . As the angle of yaw is increased 
(fig.. 1ll. (a)), Cy tends to decrease, C 	 remains approximately 
constant, and C	 decreases slightly. The variations are similar 
when the flaps are deflected. (See fig. 11(b).) 
The tests f or the determination of the variation of Cy, Cnr 
and C1r with	 were made for negative values of rb/2V only. 
Results for positive values of rb/2V and positive	 were obtained
by assuming that the model was essentially symmetrical about the 
XY-plane and by utilizing the results for the corresponding opposite 
angles of yaw and rb/2V with regard for signs. This procedure amounted 
to averaging the derivatives for corresponding positive and negative 
angles of yaw. 
In general, as the angle of yaw is increased from 00 to 200, the 
damping in yaw Cnr is increased by about 15 percent, and 
and C	 are decreased slightly (fig. 17(a)). Deflection of the flaps 
or removal of the propeller does not appreciably change the variations 
of the yawing-stability derivatives with angle of yaw. (See fig. 17). 
Because Cnr is largely dependent on the size of the vertical tail 
it is approximately true throughout the yaw range that 
21 
Cnr = ThhI3v
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Substitution of the proper values of the span, -
	
and. the tail 
length l, indicates that the trend. of the variation of Cnr with 4r 
shown in figure 17 Is reasonable. 
The relative constancy of Cy, C, Cflp Cy., Clr) and Cnr 
with angle of yaw as Indicated, by figures 3A and. 17 and. the linearity of 
the curves of Cy, C 1 , and C plotted against * for angles of yaw 
up to approximately 10° (fig. ii) were factors which indicated that 
nonlinearities were not of first-order Importance for this airplane in 
the calculation of motions Involving reasonably small variations In 
Consequently, most of the motion calculations neglect the effect of 'Ii 
on the stability derivatives. 
The re9ults of unpublished tests of swept wings at Reynolds numbers 
to 8.0 x 10° in the Langley 19-foot pressure tunnel indicate that the 
lInear part of the curveof C 1 plotted against CL is increased by 
an increase in Reynolds number. The curves of C 1 against CL given 
herein agree well with those obtained In flight (references 5 and, 6) 
1 
and. in tests of a —-scale model (reference 7) except at lift coefficients 
above CL = 0.8 where the magnitude of the present test values decrease 
for the slotted.-wlng configurations. The linear parts of the curves 
of the rolling- and yawing-stability derivatives are believed to be 
extended similarly to higher lift coefficients if the Reynolds number 
is increased.
MOTION CALCULATION MEfl0] 
The lateral disturbed motions of the tst airplane were calculated 
from the aerodynamic data obtained from the tests described in the 
section entitled 'ind-Tunne1 Tests." The mass and. dimensional 
characteristics of the airplane are given in table I, and. a tabu1ation 
of the flight conditions for which lateral disturbed motions were 
calculated for comparison with the flight motions are given In table IV. 
Most of the calculations involved dynamic derivatives which were constant 
for a given lift coefficient as is usually employed in the theory of 
small disturbances used in lateral-stability calculations. 
Solutions of the lateral equations of motion, given in the appendix, 
were obtained., for unit step disturbances in roll and. yaw by the method 
described in reference 8. The aileron and rudder deflections during the 
flight motion under investigation were then approximated by a series
NACA TN 2013
	 11 
of step functions usually at -seconx1 Intervals. The motion arising 
from the control movements 'was then calculated: by 
, or r = 0 [( rudder()Yaw + (n)aIleron()rofl] 
where B Is the value of the unit solution caused. by Cn = 1 
or LC1 = 1 at a - time T = ba, and. bm.. is the fraction of the Unit 
disturbance applied by the rudder or aileron at a time T = k(m - n). 
The rudder and aileron effectiveness were obtained from reference 7. 
This procedure Is esentially an approximate evaluation of Duhamel's 
integral and was considered su.fficiently accurate for these calculations. 
Reference 8 gIves a more exact graphical evaluation of this integral. 
The yawing moment caused by aileron deflection and the rolling moment 
caused by rudder deflection were not considered of enough significance 
to warrant their inclusion in these calculations. In some cases, 
however, these factors may be of greater sIaificance. 
In a few cases, unit solutions to the equations of motion were 
obtained by a Laplace transform procedure which has been adapted for 
use with automatic digital computers. The results were, of course, 
identical with those presented in this paper. 
Calculations of the lateral motions for a few cases employing a 
nonlinear variation of rolling-moment and yawing-moment coefficients 
with angle of sideslip and a variation of Cnr with angle of sideslip 
were carried out by use of the Kutta three-eighths rule for solving the 
lateral equations of motion. (See reference 9.) AU lateral-motion 
calculations were made on an automatic digital computing machine. 
CALCIJIATED LATERAL MOTIONS 
General 
The flight records corresponding to the motions calculated for this 
paper showed that the motions resulting from right -and left control 
movements were not exactly of opposite magnitude. This result indicates 
that there was some asymmetry In the characteristics of the aIrplane, 
although the wind-tunnel test results indicated no marked asymmetry in 
the model characterIstIcs. Part of the differences In the flight 
motions to the right and left are undoubtedly due to variation in the 
thrust conditions. Although the flight tests were made under approxi-
mately zero thrust, no convenient means of obtaining this condition was
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available, and. thus this requirement was left to the judgement of the 
pilot. Some small part of the difference in the motions to the left 
and right should. be attributable to instrument error as the film record 
frequently contained considerable hash which, of course, tended. to 
obscure the actual motion record. The differences between the motions 
to the right and. left wore resolved in the present paper by presenting 
both records with the sign .of one reversed so that the motions were 
superimposed.. The shaded areas in the lateral-motion plots (figs. 18 
to 23 and. 25 to 35) represent the difference between the motions to the 
right and. left. The flight motions corresponding to the calculated 
motions were obtained from references 5 and. 6 and. related tests. The 
figures which present the results of the lateral-motion calculations are 
listed in table III.
Lateral Oscillations 
Lateral oscillations were initiated by abruptly deflecting the rudder 
of the airplane and. returning it to neutral equally as rapid a moment 
later. Some aileron waggle caused by the floating tendency of the 
ailerons occurred and. was accounted for in the calculations by the 
procedure given in the calculation methods. 
The calculated and flight motions are generally in good agreement 
for all motions calculated (figs. 18 to 23) except for the condition 
at CL, = 0. 977.. (See fig. 23.) A comparison of the flight and. 
calculated. periods and time to damp to half-amplitude (fig. 21k) also 
indicate fairly good agreement except for the motions at lift coefficients 
of 0.977 and. 1.169. 
The values of C
	
used for the calculation of the lateral motions 
were obtained from the curves of C 1 plotted. against * (fig. 11) 
wherever possible rather than the curves of C7, obtained from tests 
made at ' = ±50 (figs. 9 and. 10) because this procedure is believed 
to be more accurate. Although the difference between the two methods 
is generally small such is not always true, and in some cases the 
calculated rate of damping was found to be appreciably affected by the 
difference in 'Cj,. 
At the higher lift coeffidients, the experimental stability 
derivatives deviate appreciably from their initial trends. This 
tendency previously has been referred to as a Reynolds number effect 
and is probably the cause for the lack of agreement at high lift 
coefficients between the flight and. calculated results. References 5 
and 6 which present flight tests for this airplane show no reduction 
in C z , up to the maximum test lift coefficient ,. The rotary derivatives
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of the airplane presumably behave similarly. Evidence of the deviation 
of the experimental stability derivatives from their true variation with 
lift coefficient is observed in figure 20 which presents results for 
a lateral oscillation occurring at CL = 0.779 . The calculated result 
indicates an excessive response in sideslip; yaw, and. roll. 
A few additional calculations of the period and time to damp, made 
for other high lift coefficients in flight, indicate increasingly poor 
agreement between the flight and. calculated times to damp to one-half 
amplitude with increasing lift coefficient. The relatively good 
agreement between the periods of the flight and calculated motions for 
all lift poefficients, however, indicates that the experimental values 
Of Crx are fairly close to the correct 'values. The period of the 
motion is primarily a fuliction of the directional-stability para-
meter Cnn . (See reference 10.) An extrapolation of the curves of the 
derivatives plotted against lift coefficient - which amounted to selecting 
the value of the derivative just previous to the break in the curves 
occuring at maximum lift coefficient - was employed for one case' 
at CL = 1.17 but failed to yield a satisfactory result. A linear 
extrapolation of the curves in the region preceding the departure from 
the theoretical or linear trend. is expected to be more satisfactory. 
Rudder Kicks 
Rudder kicks wer.e initiated by abruptly deflecting the rudder of 
the airplane and holding this deflection as the airplane responded. 
The records of the flight motions were short, usually covering 5 seconds. 
As in the case of the lateral oscillations discussed previously, some 
slight aIleron waggle that occurred was accounted for in the calculated 
motions. The agreement between the flight and calculated motions is, 
in general, quite good (figs. 25 to 31). Agreement is best at the 
lower lift coefficients; however, at a lift coefficient of 0. 919 (fig. 28), 
good agreement is shown between flight and calculated angles of sideslip 
and rolling velocities. 
The flight tests reported in reference 5 showed that at low lift 
coefficients the airplane rolled in response to a rudder kick as if 
the airplane haâ a decided negative dihedral effect. Figure 31 
indicates that this peculiar response was largely caused by the slight 
aileron waggle which occurred during the motion. In general, for all 
coafigurations investigated, it was found necessary to account for any 
slight aileron movements in order to satisfactorily predict the lateral 
motions of the airplane. 
The motions at C-L = 0.79k (fig. 30) give evidence of departure of 
the experimental derivatives from the true variation with lift coefficient.
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This result again is the Reynolds number effect previously discussed. 
The flight and calculated periods of the lateral oscillation caused. by 
the -rthider kicks are in very good agreement which iniicates again that 
the values of C
	 used in the- calculations were reasonably accurate. 
Aileron Rolls 
Aileron rolls were initiated by abruptly deflecting the aileron 
control of the airplane and holding the deflected position as the 
airplane responded.. The rudder control was held as near neutral as 
possible. The records of motion were necessarily short because of the 
large angles of bank assumed by the airplane after a short period of 
t line.
Comparison of the flight and. calculated aileron rolls indicates 
fairly good agreement (figs. 32 to 35) except for the high-lift-coefficient 
condition without nose slots. The stability derivatives for the 
unslotted configuration show a departure at fairly low lift coefficient 
from the initial trend of the variation of the derivatives with lift 
coefficient. As previously mentioned, this result is not obtained at 
the flight Reynolds numbers. The calculations for this high lift 
coefficient were carried out with two sets of stability derivatives. 
One set was obtained by a linear extrapolation of the curves of the 
derivatives plotted against lift coefficient; and the second set by 
selecting for the value of the derivative that value just previous to 
the final break in the curves of the derivatives plotted against lift 
coefficient. The second procedure was necessary because the flight 
lift coefficient was greater than the maximum experimental lift 
coefficient. The linear extrapolation produces the better result, but 
it can be seen that neither set of derivatives was very satisfactory, 
although it would appear logical to believe, in view of the Reynolds 
number effects indicated previously, that the linear extrapolation of 
the derivatives would have given fairly good results. The aileron 
roll for the 80-percent-span slot configuration with flaps down 
at CL = 1.169 (fig. 35) shows fair agreement between the flight and 
calculated motions so that a beneficial effect of the slots in 
maintaining an unseparated flow over the wing to a fairly high lift 
coefficient is indicated. 
The effects of elasticity of the wing were noi considered in the 
calculations of the aileron rolls because of lack of knowledge of the 
flexibility of the wing. Rough estimates of the effect of elasticity 
on the rolling velocity for the results of figure 33 indicate that the 
discrepancies shown between flight and. calculated results would be 
reduced by about 30 percent or more.
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A comparison has been made of the maximum rdlling velocities 
obtained by calculation for conditions duplicating those in flight, by 
flight tests, and. by calculations for a coordinated maneuver in.which 
the yawing velocity and angle of sideslip are maintained at zero. For 
this last case, the rolling velocity becomes
	 - 
= ____ 
C i	 b
p 
The results are presented In the following table: 
Maximum rolling velocities from figures 
Figure
Calculated Flight (left)
Flight 
(right)
klI2V IdlpIb 
32 0.62 o)4
---- 2.67 
33 .y .60 0.73 1.11 
31i. .78 .67 1.13 
35 •31. .33 .30 .68
The comparison indicates that a marked difference Eiay be obtained In 
the maximum rolling velocity by eliminating the degrees of freedom of 
sideslip and yaw. This last method of calculation is used frequently 
In comparing the relative merits of various forms of ailerons. 
Nonlinear Calculations 
Calculations In which the curves of C 1
 and Cn against 4 were 
represented not by a single slope but by a series of tangents to the 
curves, and In which the variation of C
	 with	 was Included were 
made for two motions to Illustrate the effect of these nonlinearitles. 
The results are given in figures 36 and 37 along with the flight motion 
and the calóulations made for linear slopes and constant dampIng 
derivatives. The effect of the aileron waggle was small and was taken 
to be the same as for the linear calculation. These fIgures indicate 
that for the angles of sideallp encountered in these motions little 
is to be gained by going to the addItional effort required to make 
the calculations for the nonlinear case. The nonlinear calculations 
required approximately ten times as long to complete as the linear 
16
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calculations. Motions at large angles of sideslip or. motions f or a 
configuration having more pronounced. nonlinearities than for the 
airplane considered. herein would undoubtedly show the nonlinearities to 
be of greater significance.
SUNMARY OF RESULTS 
The investigation indicated. 'that the lateral disturbed motions of 
the airplane considered herein may be generally calculated with good. 
accuracy by the use of experimental-scale-model data up to lift 
coefficients where any appreci.able effects of the difference in Reynolds 
nunber between the scale and flight conditions begin to be apparent. 
This effect is usually evidenced. by a departure of the scale results 
from a gradual variation with lift, coefficient and, for the case 
investigated, corresponds to a lift coefficient of 0.8 for the slotted-
wing configurations. At higher lift coefficients the accuracy in 
calculating flight motions is progressively poorer, especially in the 
time to damp to half-amplitude where errors as much as 100 percent or 
more may be encountered. For the airplane of this investigation, at 
these high lift coefficients, the calculated time to damp to half 
amplitude was generally higher than the flight value. In most cases 
the period of the motion could be calculated to within 5 percent of that 
obtained in the flight motion. In order to obtain good accuracy in 
predicting flight motions proper consideration of all control movements 
must be made. 
For most cases, the nonlinear variation of the directional-stability 
parameter, the effective dihedral parameter, and the variation of the 
damping in yaw with angle of yaw could be neglected. If, however, the 
flight motions reach a sufficiently large amplitude for a long period 
of time, as in an aileron roll for example, greater accuracy in the 
calculated motions should result if the nonlinearities in the variation 
of yawing-moment coefficient, rolling-moment coefficient, and. damping 
in yaw with angle of yaw are included. In the calculations. 
Langley Aeronautical Laboratory 
National Advisory 'Committee for Aeronautics 
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AYPENDIX 
n 
lATERAl EQUATIONS OF MOTION 
The lateral equations of motions used. for most of the calculations 
of this paper consider the fluctuation of the aerodynamic forces to be 
directly proportional to the compdnent angular and. translational 
velocities associated, with the axis system as is customary in classical 
stability theory. The modification to these equations to account for-
the nonlinear effects of sideslip are discussed in the -text. The 
eq.uations used. herein contain the necessary product of inertia an 
control terms and. are given as follows: 
Roll
CZör8r + C j 5a + Cj	 +	 +	 = 2()cos21 
(k21 
i2)l cos 1 Sifl fl D2 \ bI] 
Cr + Cn5aa + Cfl + flp + nrD = 21(f) 'cos2 
+ ()2]	 + [()2 
Yaw
- (k)2] co
	 sin 1 
2	 1	 I/kZ0 2 
+ () 
sin2l] D2 + [) 
Sideslip
C. 5r + CYaEa +	 + CyDp + Cy D'V + Cq 
r
+ Cfr tan y = 2p.(D + Di)
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where 
D=--ds 
TV 
CjE	 rate of change of rolling-moment coefficient with rudder 
r	
-deflection 
C 15	 rate of change of rolling-moment coefficient with aileron 
a	 deflection 
C	 rate of change of yawing-moment coefficient wibh rudder 
r	 deflection 
rate of change of yawing-moment coefficient with aileron 
a	 deflection 
Cy5	 rate of change of lateral-force coefficient with rudder 
r	 deflection 
Cy5	 rate of change of lateral-force coefficient with aileron 
a	 deflection 
angle of bank, radians 
1-I pSbg. 
W	 weight of airplane 
g	 acceleration due to gravity 	 ____ 
(IIx0g 
radius of gyration about principal longitudinal axis 
( fIg 
kz	 radius of gyration about principal normal axis \J 
flight path angle; positive for climb 
inclination of principal longitudinal axis of inertia with 
respect to flight path; positive when above flight path 
atnose	 - 
Cy
NACA TN 2013	 19 
1. MacLachlan, Robert, and. Letko, William: Correlation of Two 
Experimental Methods of Determining the Rolling Characteristics 
of Un.wept Wings. NACA TN 1309, 191.7. 
2. Queijo, M. J., and Jaquet, Byron M.: Calculated. Effects of Geometric 
Dihedral on the Low-Speed Rolling Derivatives of Swept Wings. 
N&CA TN 1732, l91i.8. 
3. Goodman, Alex, and Bi'ewer, JackD.: Investigation at Low Speeds 9f 
the Effect of Aspect Ratio and Sweep on Static and Yawing Stability 
Derivatives of Untapered. Wings. NACA TN 1669, 1911.8. 
11.. Toll, Thomas A., and Qxe1jo, M. J.: Approximate Relations and Charts 
for Low-Speed Stability Derivatives of Swept Wings. NACA 
TN 1781, 1911.8. 
5. Sjoberg, S. A., and Reeder, J. P.: Flight Measurements of the 
Stability, Control, and Stalling Characteristics of an Airplane 
Having a 35° Sweptback Wing without Slots and with 80-Percent-
Span Slots and a Comparison with Wind-Tunnel Data. NACA 
TN 1711.3, 1948. 
6. Sjoberg, S. A., and Reeder, J. P.: Flight Measurements of the 
Lateral &nd. Directional Stability and. Control Characteristics of 
an Airplane Having a 350 Sweptback Wing with 11.0-Percent-Span 
Slots and a. Comparison with Wind-Tunnel Data. NACA TN 1511, 1911.8. 
7. Lockwood., Vernard E., and. Watson, James M.: Stability and Control 
Characteristics at Low Speed of an Airplane Model Having a 38.7° 
Sweptback Wing with Aspect Ratio 14. .51, Taper Ratio 0.511., and 
Conventional Tail Surfaces. NACA TN 1714.2, 1911-8. 
8. Jones, Robert T.: A Simplified Application of the Method of 
Operators to the Calculation of Disturbed Motions of an Airplane. 
NACA Rep. 560, 1936. 
9. Levy,H., and Baggott, E. A.: Numerical Studies in Differential 
Equations. Vol. 1, Watts & Company (London), 19311.. 
10. Ziuirnerman, Charles H.: An Analysis of Lateral Stability in Power-
Off Flight with Charts for Use in Design. NACA Rep. 589, 1937.
20	 NACA TN 2013 
TABLE I. - PERTINE1T AIRPLkNE DThIIINSIONS AID CEARACTERISTICS 
Mass characteristics: 
Normal gross weight, lb ....................	 8,700 
Moments of inertia, ft-lb-sec2: 
1x0 ........................... 7,6514. 
Iy0 ............................. lls.,088
 
20,159 
Principal axis (relative to thrust line at nose) ..... . 0.14.5° up 
Center of gravity: 
Location on M.A.C., percent M.A.0.............. 21.8 
Relative to thrust line, percent M.A.C. below ...... 
Wing: 
Spar., ft ............................. 33.6 
Area, sq ft	 ........................ 250 
Airfoil section (normal to L.E.): 
Root ................. Modified 66,2x-l16 (a=0.6) 
Tip	 ................... Mod.ified 66,2x-216 (a=0.6) 
M.A.C., ft ., ........................ 7.79 
Leading edge of M.A.C. (ft behind. L.E. root chord.) .... . 3.27 
Aspectratio .......................... 
Taper ratio	 ........................ l.811.:l.00  
Dihed.ral, deg	 ....................... 0 
Sweepback (at quarter-chord line), deg ........... 35 
Total area, plain sealed wing flaps, sq ft ......... . 12.52 
Ailerous: 
Span (along hinge line, each), ft .............. 8.75 
Area (rearward of hinge center line, each), sq ft 	 6.51
Horizontal Tail: 
Total area, sq ft	 ..................... 14.6.53 
Vertical tail: 
Fin area (above horizontal tail), sq ft ......... . 13.11.7 
Total rudder area, sq ft .................. 10.26  
Ventral fin area, sq ft: 
Large ventral	 ...................... 17.10 
Small ventral (approx.) ................... 8.50 
•	
.
NACA TN .2013	 21 
TABLE II. - TRIM ANGLES OF HORIZONTAL TAIL 
Slots 
(percent span)
of 
(deg)
Ventral 
fin Propeller Trim	 CL (deg) 
O 0 Large On 0.33 -0.10 
.55 -1.10 
• .76
-2.75 
O 1iO Large On
.33 .90 
.55 -.60 
.76
-1.50 
.95 -2.25 
14.0 0 Large On
.33 -.60 
ansi 
off
.55 -2.70 
.76 -Ii.6o 
140 14.0 Large On
.33 .75 
.55 -1.50 
.76 -3.20 
•95 -14.	 140 
80 0 Large .	 On
.33 
ansi S 
small
.	 .55 -2.140 
• .76 
80 14.0 Large On
.33 .60 
.55 -1.14.0 
.76
-3.00 
• .95 -14.20
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TABLE III. - INDEX OF FIGURES 
Wind-tunnel results: 
Static-stability characteristics: - Figures 
Longitudinal characteristics .............. 7 and. 8 
Lateral derivatives ................... 9 and. 10 
Variations of C, C, and. C with
	 .......	 U 
Rolling derivatives: 
Derivatives at	 r = 00 .................. 12 and 13
Variations of derivatives with 
-41 ............ 11. 
Yawing derivatives: 
Derivatives at	 r = 00 .................. 15 and. 16 
Variation of derivatives with	 ......... .
	 .	 17 
Calculated and. flight motions: 
Abrupt deflection and. release of rudder ...........18 to 23 
Summary of period and. damping values ........... 2
 Rudder kicks	 ........................ 25 to 31
Aileron rolls ........................ 32 to 35 
Nonlinear aero&ynamic effects of sideslip	 ....... . 36 and 37 
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TABLE DT. - FLIGflT COI1DITI0NS FOR WElCH MOTIOI'1B WERE CALCULATED 
Figure Slots 
(percent span)
Flaps 
(deg)
Ventral 
fin
V 
(mph) c L
¶Lype of test 
i8 14.0 0 198 O.33 
19 14.0 0 156 .551 
20 14-0 0 }Ire 136 .759 }Oscillation 
21 140 11-0 160 .5211. 
22 128 .801 
23 80 0 Small 120 .977 
25- 11-0 0 - 198 .311.1 
26 14-0 0 i6o
lRuer 
27 .11.0 0 133 .7614. 
28 11.0 0 120 .919 kick 
•	 29 11.0 10 157 .537 
Large < 
30 140 14.0 130 .7914. 
31 80 0 228 .278 
32 0 0 119 .983 
33 -	 14o 0 150 .598
}Aileron roll 
311. 1O 1$. ili.6 .598 
35 80 1to 0 1.169
lL)p 
1/Il y, t 4 
iQeIofive wind
&/a//ve wrnd
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Y 
Lift 
L... 
Jection 4-4 
Figure 1.- System of stability axes. Arrows indicate positive forces, 
moments, and angular displacements.
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Figure 2.- Geometric characteristics of i-scale model of test airplane. 
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0	 .2	 .4	 .6	 .8	 10 12 
Lift coefficient, CL 
(a) Trim CL 0.33; S = 00. 
Figure 7.- Variation of longitudinal-force coefficient and angle of 
attack with lift coefficient for three slot configurations. Large 
ventral fin on; propeller on; r = 0; R = 1.01 x io6.
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(b) Trim CL = 0.76; 8 = 1400.
Figure 7.- Concluded.
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Figure 8.- Variation of longitudinal-force coefficient and angle of 
attack with lift coefficient for two slot confiurations. 
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(percent span) 
—0---	 0 
—0--	 40 
(a) Trim CL = 0 . 33; 8. = 0°. 
Figure 9.- Variation of. lateral static-stability derivatives with lift 
coefficient for three slot configurations.. Large ventral fin on; 
propeller on; * = o0; R = 1.01 x io6.
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Figure 9.- Concluded.
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Figure 10;- Variation of lateral static-stability derivatives with lift

coefficient for two slot configurations. Trim CL = 0. 33; 4r = 0°; 
Sf = 0°; R = 1.01 x io6.
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Figure 11.- Variation of Cy, C, and C 2 with angle of yaw. Large
ventral fin on; propeller on; R = 1.01 x 1o6. 
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Figure 11.- Continued.
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Figure 11.- Continued. 
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(h) 80-percent-span slots; 	 = 0°; small ventral fin on.
FIgure 11.- Concluded. 
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(a) Trim CL = 0.33;
	
= 00. 
Figure 12.- Variation of rolling-stability derivatives with lift 
coefficient for three slot configurations. 
.V = 0°; 
R = 1.Olx io6:
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Figure 12.- Concluded.
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Figure 13.- Variation of rolling-stability derivatives with lift 
coefficient for two slot configurations. V = 0°;	 = 0°; 
R = 1.01 x io6.
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Figure l4. . - Variation of rolling-stability derivatives with angle of 
yaw. Large ventral fin on; propeller on; 140-percent-spanslots; 
R = 1.01 x 106.
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Figure iii.. Concluded.
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Figure 15.- Variation of yawing-stability derivatives with lift 
coefficient for three slot configurations. Large ventral fin on; 
propeller on; If = 0°; R = 0.8 x 106.
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Figure 16.- VariatIon of yawing-stability derivatives with lift
coefficient for two slot configurations. Trim CL = 0.33; 
= 0°;	 = 0°; R = o.8 x io6.
NACA TN 2013
	
57 
::_ 
0 
-I 
Cn 2 
-:3
Trim CL 
—So---- 033 
—0— .55 
•	
--- .76 
F 
•	 AngIe of yaw,	 deg 
(a) 8. = 00; propeller 
Figure 17 . - Variation of yawing-stability derivatives with angle of yaw. 
Large ventral fin on; 1 O-percent-span Blots; 'R = o.8 x io6.
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Figure 17.- Continued.
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Figure 18.- Comparison of the flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and release of the rudder. 
40'-percent-span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.33k; V = 198 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 19.- Comparison of. flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and release of the rudder. 
1O-percent-span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.551; V = 156 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 20.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and release of the rudder. 
40-percent-span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.759; V = 136 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 21.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and. release of the rudder. 
14.0-percent-span slots; flaps down; CL =052; 
= i6o miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 22.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and release of the rudder. 
140-percent-span slots; flaps down; CL = 0.801; 
= 128 miles per hour; engine idling. 
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Figure 23.- Comparison of flight and calculated lateralmotions 
resulting from an abrupt deflection and release of the rudder. 
80-percent-apan slots; flaps up; small ventral fin on; 
CL = 0. 977; V = 120 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 25.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. hO-percent-span slots; 
flaps up; CL = 0.31; V = 198 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 26.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. l O-percent-span slots; 
flaps up; CL = 0.556; V = 160 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 27.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. 40-percent-span slots; 
flaps up; CL = 0.764.; V = 133 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 28.- Comparison of flight and. calculated. lateral motions 
resulting from a right rudder kick. 140-percent-span slots; 
flaps up; CL = 0.919; V = 120 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 29.- Comparison of flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. 3O-percent-span slots; 
flaps dom; CL 0 .537; V = 157 miles per hour; engine idling. 
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Figure 30.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. 140-percent-span slots; 
flaps down; CL = 0.7911.; Vc = 130 miles per hour; engine idling. 
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Figu.re 31.- Comparison of flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from a left rudder kick. 80-percent-span slots; 
flaps up; CL = 0.278; V = 228 miles per hour; engine Idling. 
'-4 
0 
S 
I
/2
Flight, left aileron 
Calculated, lrneor 
- - - extrapolation of 
derivatives 
-- ..... Calculated, nonlinear 
extrapolation ot 
derivatives 
71
	
NACA TN 2013 
0 
.4 
.8 
'-
0 
.
I6	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I 
- - - - - - - - - - 
IC - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Totolc,leron 
0 .5 1.0 15 20 25 30

Time, sec 
Figure 32.- Comparison of flight, and calculated. lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt left aileron deflection. 0-percent-
span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.983; Vc = 119 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 33.- Comparison of flight and. calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt left aileron deflection. 1K)-percent-
span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.598; V= 150 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 3k.- Comparison of flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt right aileron deflection. 1.0-percent-
span slots; flaps down; CL = 0.598; Vc = l6 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 35.- Comparison of' flight and calculated lateral motions 
resulting from an abrupt left aileron deflection. 80-percent-
span slots; flaps down; CL = 1.169; V = 110 miles per hour; 
engine idling.
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Figure 36.- Effect of nonlinear variation of C 1 , C, and C , with 
angle of yaw on the calculated lateral motions resulting from a 
left rudder kick. 1 O-percent-span slots; flaps up; CL = 0.7611.; 
V = 133 miles per hour; engine idling.
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Figure 37.- Effect of nonlinear variation of C-1 , C, and Cfl with 
angle of' yaw on the calculated lateral motions resulting from an 
abrupt left aileron deflection. 140-percent-span slots; flaps up; 
CL = 0.598; Vc = 150 miles per hour; engine idling. 
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